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I. DESCRIPYION OF POLLUTION SOURCE 934244

The Paxton Land Fill Corporation owns and operates a r=fuse dlsposal
facility located west of Torrence Avenue, between 1l6th and 122ad Streets,
in Chicago, Cook County, Illinois. (For relative location, see maps,
pages 1 and 2. Sce also map, page 28.) (For proof of ownersnip, sce
1971 Permit Application, page 7.) The legal description of tne site is
ag follows:

H¥ithin the Northeast Juarter of the lorthwest Juarter of

Ssction 24 of Township 37 torth, Range 14 ilast of the

Taird Prineipal ifridian in Cook County, Iliinois. (see

page 4.)

The site bggan operations sometime in late 1970 or early 1071 (see
January 22, 1971, letter, page 3, aud February 4, 1971, letter, paces 4
and 5). It did not, however, receive a permit to operate until June
23, 1971 (see Permit #1971—23,\pages 29 and 30). The total size of tue
permitted site is 42.5 acres (see paze 8). The site accepts garbage
4nd indusirial refuse, including liquid wastes., Current Agency esiimates
ara that the gite accepts about 2,500 cubic yards of solid wastz and
apout 100,000 gallons of liquids daily (reference: K. Bechely telephous
call to site manager on April 21, 1977.) Tie site 1s open five and
ona=-half days per week (until about 12:00 noon) on Saturdays.

The Paxton Land Fill Corporation (Paxton) is an Illinoils corporation
whose presldent and reristered agent is:

Herman Roberts

12201 S, Oglesby Avenue

Ciicago, Illinois 60633

(Reference: Ceortified List of bomestic and Foreign Corporatious,
1974, )
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A check by telepiione (on September 13, 1976) with the Corporations Division
of the Office of the Secretary of State revealed that Paxton was
incorporated on May 23, 1970, Paxton was in goqd standing at the tine

of tne check,

IT, AGENCY HISTOR)

As noted above, Paxton began oﬁérating late in 1270 or early in
197L. The Agency notified Paxton that a permlt was n=scesgsary on
January 22, 1971 (see page 3). An application for pernit was received
by the Agency on February 26, 1971, and thereafter reviewed (see
Applicatlion for Permii, pages 6 throuch 23; note, vlan sheets are
included as Appendix B). Permit #1971-23 10 install and operate a
solid waste disposal site was issued by the Agency on June 23, 19371
(see Permdit #1971-23, pages 29 and 30). Taat nerrit contained, as

Speecial Condition #2, the followlng

will requir=s

Any digposal of liguid wastes at thils faciliit;
See page 30

1
vrior written approval from this Agency. (Sc

Y
3@

\./ fte

zarly operatioans at ihe site were conductad in general compllance
with the wnvirommental Protection Aet and the So0lid iast: Zules end
Rerulations (see January 3, 1972, lettzr, pare 31, and Site Survey, page
3la). A¢ will be shown below, howevar, operations at the site dsterioratad
thereafter, Thisg deterioration occurred in all aspaets of thie site's
operation. The Agency 1s concerned shout these aspects, of course,
Howevar, the Ageacy ils primarily concerned about liquid and hazardous
wastog accepted without a permit, wastes accepted and handled in

violation of perrdt conditions and operation ir an unperritizd area.
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Paxton's dealings with the Agency in regard to aceeptance of liquid
and/or hazardous wastes began as early as September, 1972 (gee
corragpondence, paged 32 and 33). Tae Agency informed Paxton generally
that liquids could be accepted unver supplemental permit and that
supplemental permits could be lgsued if certain specifie inforration
were supplied (see September 20, 1972, letter, page 34). Thersafter,
ceftain corréspondence transnired between‘Paxton and the Agency (see
pages 35 throush 43), which resulted in the issuance of Supplemental
Permit #1972-13 on jovenber 3, 1972 (aee page &5). Supplemenial Permit

#1372-13 contained certain conditions precedent before it becaue operative.

w

ince these conditions were not met within the required time, tie Agency
believes #1972-13 was never validated and, therefore, is no longser
effective., The monitoring system called for irn the psrmit was not
approved and installed within 120 days (see June o, 1973, letter, page 53,
an¢ previous correspondences, pazes 44 throush 52)., (HNote: Englneering
Drawing attached to February 13, 1973, letter is inecluded as Appendix C;
Plan Sheet attached to uay 21, 1973, letter is ineluded as Appendix D.)
Li addition, later correspondence sﬁows that backrround parareter results
were rot submitted withda 30 days as required by the Juns 6, 1373,

letter (see pages 54 through 6C). (¥ote: It may be argued that the
Arency's actions may estop it from assgerting that this permit (71972-13)
is invalld., ilowever, the Agency informed Paxton that no ligquids could
be accepted until the conditions were fully met (see lareh 21, 1973,
letter, page 47), and later informwed Paxton it believed this permit was
orobably 1nvalid (see April 14, 197G, letier, nages 134 through 141).

cven if Supplemental Parmit #1972-13 is considered valld, 1t must be
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limited to specific quantities of liquids from only two generators,
Ingersoll Products and Cargill Processing (see page 40). The permit
specifically included reference to an Cetober 20, 1972, letter
incorporated theareby, which letter excluded wastes from ielded Tube
(see page 40).)

Correspondence between Paxton and the Agency continued over the
éubject of the neced for suppléﬁental permits for liquid wastes in
July, 1973. At that time, ITT Harper Incorporated was issued a permit
to trénsport liquid sludge to Paxton {3ee pages €1 and £2). As a
Special Condition of that permlt, the permitiec could rnot take the
sludge to the site until it had the requislte supplemental permit (see
page €2). At that time, Paxton did not have such a supplemental permit
(see notes, pages €3 and 64 ), and the Agency informed Paxton of the
need for such a permit (see July 30, 1973, letier, page ¢5, and
August 1, 1973, note, page 64). On July 11, 1973, Caterpillar Tractor
Company was 1ssued a permit to transport liquid sludge to Paxton or
£e3.0l. Landfill (see pages 67 and é8). Agaln the Agency informed
Paxton of the need for a supplemental permit (see August 2, 1973,
letter, page €9). On Octover 26, 1973, Teletype Corporation was also
issued a permit to transport liguid wastes to Paxton (see pages 70 and
71). Agency surveillance of the site during this perlod, however,
indicates that Paxton was not accepting large quantities of iiquid and/or
hazardous wastes as it had in the pest and would in the future (see

Jctober 23, 1973, memo, page 72).
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Seginaing In April, 1974, Paxton began ingulries to tne Agency
as to supplemental permits for disposal of the ITT Harper sludge (see
letter, page 73). Torough an exchange of letters, the Agency inforred
Paxton of tne informatlon requirad beforc a supplemental perrdt could
be lssued, ag well as Paxton's agreement to supply such information
and obtain the required permits (see pages 74 throush 84).

Since 1974, Paxton has aoplied for and received fifteen (15)
supplemental perrits for the disposal of special wastes (i.e., liquid
and/or hazardous wastes and sludges (see Inventory of Supplenental
Permita, page #6 and April 14, 1976, lebter, pages 134 through 141).
These permite were issued at different itimes and with differont
expiration dates (cee Supplemental Permits, pages 88 through 133).

Ali of the permits expired by February 9, 1377 (see Time Log of
Supplemental Perndts, page 357). DBy letier dated April 14, 1975, the
Agencey informed Paxton of numerous problems it had found with relatvion
to Paxton's haudling of speclal wastes, and announced 1t would no
longer issue any supplemental oeririts for special wastes (see page
135). Paxton responded and admitited the problems and armounced that
it would start a new program to improve its operations, esneclally
with regard to special wastes (see pages 142 and 143, as well as
letter of Paxton's asttorney, papes 147 and 148), However, the Agency
was 1ot convinced of Paxton's sincerity (see pages 144 and 145). And,
ag will be shown below, the Agency's distrust was well-founded.

Mother area of concern has been Paxton's operation of its sanltary
Landf11l in an unpermitted arza. 43 early as Jamery 15, 1976, the

Agency inforised Paxton's attorney of the need for a nsrwii for the



Page o

new area (see Telephone Coaversation Record, page 140). Tils telephone
conversation was, iua fact, a follow-up to a January 8, 1970, warning
letter (page 203). Sometime early in 19746, Paxton was out of space in

their permitted 42.5 acre site. Taey subsequently merely moved to

an adjacent plece of property, owned by it but not permltted by the

Agency, and continued theilr operations there (sec inspection memo,

page 282). Paxton investigaged the nced for an additional permit

(3ee letter, pages 147 and 148), and, finding 1t roaded one, askod

the I1linois State Geologlcal Survey for its opinion of the new site

(see latter, pace 149. Tae attachments to that letter and tae Desien
Stucdy Report are included as Appendix II). Tnereafter, the Survey responded
by letter (see pages 150 and 151). Further corressoudsnce from Paxton
petween February and May, 1976, (pasges 152, 153 and 154 ) detailed their
progress on finishing a permit application. deoginning in September, 1370,
tive Agency began warning Payxion In a more garious vein tiat operations

were continuing and a permit had not been issued (see pagzs 156 throuch
159), 3y letter dated October 27, 1276, Paxton's ercineers informed

the Agency that an application would be filed in about two (2) weeks

(cee letter, page 160, The attachment to the detober 27, 1976, letter is
included as Appendix F). The apnlication for perrit, however, was rot
received until January 27, 1277 (sec 4pplication for Permit, pages 151
turough 182. Attachments Including plans and specifications and a foils
Report are included as fnpendix G). On February 1, 1377, tue Agency
denied tals application as incomplete (uee denlal Latter, page la?)

Tae applieation was lacomnlete because Paxton had not submitted the
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land use data required by the Carlson decision, The requisite land

use data was submitted on ¥arch 11, 1977, and is included as Apvendix .

To date ro permlt to develop the new area has been issued by the Agency,

and an operating permit cannot be issued until all development work raquired
is completed.

In addition to the meny warnings and notificatlons mentioned above
in this narrative, the Agency has sent numeroué warning letters fb.Paxton.
Tiuese warning letters detailed the violations noted during inspection
vigite., During the time in question, the Ageney has sent at lcast
fifteen (15) warning lettsrs detailing operational violations (see pages
1384 throuzh 208).

III. VIOLATIOCIS

The allegations to be included In the Corplalnt ars as follows:

L, That Hespondent, Paxton Land Fill Corporatio:, has caused or
allowed tuc development of any new solid wasie manacement site without
e Development Permit 1ssued by the Agency, in violation of Sectica 21(=2)

of the inmvironmental Protection Act (Ill. Rev, Stat., 1975, Ch. 1113,

Seec, 1001 et seq.) (Act) and Rule 201 of Chaptar 7: Solid Waste Rules
and 3epulations of the Illinois Pollution Control 3oard (Caapter 7).

Tne following evidence substantiates this violation for tae

1. April 23, 197

a. Inspection report by Hohert Wengrow dated April 23,
1976, indicating that Paxton had moved ovar to tie west
of the perrdtted arza (see page 292); ’
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b, Oue (1) photograph taken by Bob Werzrow on April 23,
1975, showing operations in new area and rccently excavatad
trench (pape 284), as well as site sketch showing location
of photograph (page 233).

2. May 7, 1976
a, Inspeetlon report by Ken Bechely dated May 7, 1976, with
notation that present operating trench is beling extended

north (see page 285).

3. June 29, 1276

a. Inspection memo by Iobert Wengrow dated June 29, 1375,
Indicating operation was extended to second trench of un-
permitited arsas snd implying further development work had heen
done (i.e., cutting of second trench)(see¢ page 201),

4e QOetober 20, 19746

a. Inspection report by Kennzth Bechely dated Cetober 20,
197¢, indicating operations were now being conducted in
third trench and implying that development work (1.e.,
axcavating of third trench) had ocecurrsd (see page 292).

b. Hemo by fen Sechely dated Jetober 26, 1974, detailing
vigit of October 0, 1976, wherein I{ was obhserved that

a third trench had apparently been excavated! and was in use
(see pages 293, 294).

\R
.

Januvary 25, 1977

a, Inspection reported by Hemmeth Bechely dated January 25,
1977, indicating that operations were unow being conducted in
fourth trench of the new, wnpermitted arca (zee page 295),

If such overations had moved to the fourth treuch, the exca-
vation of that trench would have hiad to have been accomplished
praviously. :

3. Taat Hespondent, Paxton Land Fill Corporation, has caused or
ailowed the use or operation of a solid waste management site witlout
an Operating Permit issued by the Apency, in violation of Sectloa 21(e)
of tne Act and Rule 204(a) of Chapter 7, (Nota: Since this violation

involves a new area, albeit contiguous to the old, permitted area, a

violation of ule 202(a) and not 202(b), of Chapier 7 has been alleged.)
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Tue following evidence substantiates this violation for the corres-

ponding

ll

3.

dates

April 23, 975

a. Inspection mewmo by Scb Weugrow datzd April 23, 197¢, irndi
cating that Paxton bad moved over to tie west of the permitted
area and was operating 1liegally there (page 282).

‘ﬂay 7, 197'
a, Inspection report by Kenneth 3echely dated May 7, 1970,

indleating onerations wers in unpermittiad arza just weat of
sermitted site (300 pase “'5)

s

v, Inspection meno oy fen 3echely dated May 7, 1975, dotailing
Interview with Hay Jdual, site supervisor in whieh ir. Hudi ad-
iltted that oyerations had extended to an wperrmdttced area
(see page 256);

¢c. Tiso (2) vhotographs taken by ilen 3echely oa May 7, 1370,
srowing depositlon of refuse In unner dt d araa, and note of
i 3echely's identifying plcturss as being outsice permitted

sits boundaries (see pare 247 and 2% 7&);
d., Site sketch by ¥en 3ecncly showing location of operations

ouitside boundary of permittzd

gite, as well ag location of
photos discussed in (3) abova (ge

]
¢ pace 273);

2, Mero by Ren 3echely dated May 13, 2275, explaining inspec-
tion of ay 7, 1975, in which iir., Judl adwitted to Becnely that
he was conducting his operations in sn unpermitted area (see
page 2499).

day 13, 1976

a, Hemo of observation by Hobert densrow datsd May 13, 1975,
in which operations were observed in unpermitted arca (see
sage 270).

June 29, 1976

a, Iuspection report by X. A, dengrow dated June 29, 1976, in-
diecating that operations were now being conducted in tie second
trench of the new alte (see pase 291).
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C.

October 29, 1976

a., Inspection report by XK. Bechely dated Cetober 20, 1976,
indicating that operatious were sti1ll continuing in uppermitted
arsa, i.e,, in the third trench, ani that liquids and sollds
were being deposited thereln (see page 292);

b. lemo by Hen Hechely dated Cetober 26, 1975, of Ociober 20,
1976, visit indicating przsent operation was being conducted
about three tranches west of perrdtizd gite bhoundary on that
date (see pages 293 and 294).

January 25, 1977

a. Iaspectlon report Yy Xen Bechely gdeted January 25, 1977,
indicating site's daily operation, including 1iquid and solid
waste disposal, was being conducted in fourth tranch of unper-
mitted area (see page 265);

b. Taree (3) photographs itaken by Hen 3echely on January 23,
1977, showing liquid wastes belny deposit2d and oue (1) photo-
&raph showlng gervage being dumped, all in tae wnpernitted area
(gee pages 296 and 297).

January 26, 1977

a. Two (2) photographs taken by Kemmeth Bechely on January 26,
1977, showiny recently deposiied refuse In unpermlited area,
and one () photorraph of ligulds bain dumsad in the new

site (see pages 299 and 300),

February 7, 1977

8, Inspection report by Kemneth Bechely dated February 7, 1977,
indieating operations were helnpg conducted in the fourth trench
of the new, wmparuitted area (see pase 301 );

be One (1) photograph taken by Xenneta 3eciely on February 7,
1977, showing liquids being deposited into tne 111 face of

the new site, and one (1) photograpi: showing recently deposited
refuse belng pushed down tha face of the fourth trench (see
page 302);

¢. Memo by Len Jechely dated February 10, 1977, of February 7,
1977, inspection indieating oporations couducted in fourta
trench west of Loundary of unpernittzd arca (see page 334).

Taat Respondent, Paxton Land F1l1 Corporation, has caused or

allowed operaticn of a sanitary landf11l witiout having cach requirenent

of tils Part (Part III) perforred, in violation of Rula 301 of Chapter 7.
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Tre evidence listed bhelow in the otihier parasraphs of this
Violations Sectlon is sufficlend to prove thils viclation as
well,

-

311 Corporation, falled to dzvosit

e

D, Tiat Pespondeat, Paxton Land F
gll refuse into the tos of the £ill or the bottom of bie trench, In
violation of Rule 303{a) of Cuapter 7.

The followlug evidence substantiates the violation for the
correaponding datas

1. UOctober 5, 973

a. Ingpectioa memo by deunetia 3echiely dztnd Jetover 5
indleating that refuse was not depositad into T
pate 209);

b. One (1) suoloyranh taken Ly sen Seciely on October 5,
)73, showing refuse belng disposed (pase Z11).

2. Tebruary 4, 1974

&, Inspscetion report by ilen Beecnely Indlcating rofuas rnot
beinz deposited at toe (i.2., shouil he fro
(nage 214);

b. Cne (1) snotosraph takson by Ken 3echely (page 216)
shoviins that refuse wag not bLelne deposiied in 4re to=.

3. iarcn 11, U974

a. Ingpection renort by Hobert J,‘vrcw dated Hareh 11,
1974, incleating refise was bi : deposlticd from 'top
cown' i 2ad i

of irto bottonm (Jge page ~17).

4o Aoril 13, 7974

a., Iuspectlon report by Hen Hecholy dated april id, 1974,

indicating refase not depositced at bottom (i.c., 'but not

aphill? ) vape Z13);

b. Two (2) photorrapis taken by «eun Becheiy oo April 18,

1774 (see pape 22:2) showiny that refuse had not been
deposited at the toe (first photo) and was not bulng

depogited at the bottor (second photo).
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vay 2, 1974

~

a. laspeciion report dated May 2, 1974, by Rene Van Somerca
indleating refuse was not belng dovosited at the botiom
(page 223). :

June il, 1374

a. One {:) photosraph taken by Robert Vengrow on Junec 11,
1974, showing that refusa had not been deposited at tue
toe of the slope (page 223).

a. Inspection report by Xen Bechely dated July 2, 1974, iu=
dicating refuse pushed downnill (zee page <32);

b. Two (2) photographs teken by Ken Bechely on July 2,

197 {page 232) showing refuse being deposited at ‘oo of
trench and pushed downhill, and silte sketeh showing
location of pictures (page 231),

Septembor 4, 1974

a. Inspection revort by idobert Yengrow dated Septomber 9,
1974, 3indicating refuse derosited down slopne (paze 234).

Septemoar 15, 1974

a. Ianspection report by ken Sechely dated BSeptamber 18,
1974, incdicating refuse denosited downnill (page 235);

b. Two (2) photographs taken by Xen Bechely on Septeither 14,
1974, indicating refuse deposited downhill (page 237),

and slts sketch showing loecation of photographs (page 234),

Octoher 1, 1974

P

a. Iuaspectlon report by Robert Wengrow datzd October 1,
1374, indicating refuse deposited from top to bottiom
(page 240).

Netober 145, 1974

a. Inspectlon report by Henneth Bechely dated Octoher 16,
1974, indieatine reofuse not spread and compacted uphill

(et ")'_‘l)
(‘Jaf;&, clid )
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January 23; 1975

a. Inapectlion report by Houert Jenrrow dated January 23,
1975, indleating refuse epread and compactoed downndll
{page 230).

February 3, 1975

a, Ionspection meno by Rene Van Someren dated February 3,
1275, indieating refuse gpread and compactzd from top
down (vage g)w).

Faebruary 6, 1975

a. Insp2ction report by Robert Uengrow datsed February O,
1975, indleatinr refuse derositzd on ton (page 253),

Anril i, 1975

a. Ingpection report by Robert Venjrow datad April 15,
1975, shawin; refuse had rnot heen deposltzl ab toe of
slope (pare 354).

day 26, 1975

8., Inspection report by Xen 3echely dated tay 24, 1975,
showing refuse rot devosited at toe of slowe (paps 257).

a. Inspzction revort by semneth Sechely aat:d July 27,
1975, indicaving refuse not depositud at ton of slore

{(pace 261);

b. One (1) photograph taken by lenueth Bechcly ou July 29,

1975, showing refuse beini deposited at top (pags 202).

Vecemuar 1<, 1975

a. 1nspe utiOQ rnuort by ?obgrt Jengrow datod December 18,
t toe (page 266),

February 4, 1976

a. Inspection revort by lobert Wemyrow datd February 4,
1975, with refuse not u,pogited at toe checuod (pags 270),

February 26, 1970

a. ILispection revort by Charles Oriljalausid dated
Seburary 25, 1975, showlng refuse rot deposited
toe of slope {page 274);
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b. Ona (1) photograph taken by Ciarles Crigalauski on
February 26, 1975, showing rafuse had rnot bLeen deposited
at toe (page 275).

farch &, 1976

2. Ianspection report by iobert Yengrow dated March &
1274, showing rafuse had not Leen deposited at toe
(page 275).

fmreh 22, 1976

a, Inspection rszport by Robert Wengrow dated March 22, 1975,
showing violation of “refuse depositzd at toe" rule (page 277).

ve Ome (1

) photosraph taken by Robert Wenprow oa March 22,
1374, showlng

refuse deposited at too of slope (page 280).

Ajril 23, 1976

2. Inspectlion revort by lobert Wenrrow dated April 23, 1376,
with refuse not depositad at toe checiked (pace 281);

b. One (1) vhotoxraph taken on April 23, 1976, showing toat
refuse had not been deposited at toe (pace 224), and site
slketoa showiig location of photo (pave 283).

ay 7, 1976

a1, Ingpection report by Ken 3eclhiely dated Yay 7, 1975, showing
refuse not devosited at toe violatlon chacked (!)a&v 2135);

b. Tro (2) pnotographs taken by Xemeth Jechely oa May 7, 19753,
showing refuse being devosited at top of trench (page 237) and
site sketch indleating location of vphotos (page 248).

Jetoher 20, 1576

a. Inspection report by Xen Bechely dated October 20, 1976,
indicating refuse was not beirg depositad at the toe of the
slope (page 292).

January 25, 1975

a, ngpeetion report hy Her Becuely dated January 25, 1977,
showlng refuse was not deposltud at toe of slope (pags 295);
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b. Two (2) photograpns taken by Ken Bechely on January 25, 1977,
showing that refuse was rot belng (upper photo) and had not
been (lower photo) depositzd at the toe of the slope (page 297).

27. January 26, 1977

a, Inspection report by wenneth Bechely datzd Januvary 24, 977,
indieating refuse not deposited at toe of slope (page 208);

b. Taree (3) photographs taken by Xen Bechely on January 26, 1277,
indicating refuse had not bean (first two photos) and was not
being ( fourth photo) deposited at toe (pages 259, 300).

24, Fsbruary 7, 1977

a. Inspection report by Ken Bechely dated February 7, 13977,
indicating refuse not deposited at toe of slope (page 301);

b. Ouae (1) shotograph taken by fen Bechely on February 7,
1977, showing that refuse had not bhesn depositea at the toe of
the slope (page 302).
L. Taat Resvondent, Paxton Land Fill Corporation, failed to sgpread
and compact rafuse ag rapidly as 1t is deposited, in violation of Rula 303
(b) of Cuapter 7.

Tha following evidepcez substantiates the violation for the
corresponding dates:

1. Judy 29, 1975

a. Inaspection report by fen Bechely dated July 29, 1375, indi-
cating Inagdequate spreading and corpacting (page 261).

2. February 4, 197¢

a. Inspection report by Roberth YWengrow dated February 4, 1975,
indicating inadeguate spreading and compacting (page 270).

F. That Resvondent, Paxton Land Fill Corporation, failed 1o place
a compacted layer of at least six (6) inches of suitable eartien material
on all exposed refuse at the end of each day of operation, in violation
of zule 305(a) of Chapter 7 and Sections 21(a) and 21(b) of tuz Act.

The following evidence substantliates the violatios for
the corresponding dates:
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1. Februars 4, 1974

a. Iuspeection report by femneth Bechely dated February 4, 1374,
indicating material from previous day was exposcd and more daily
cover was needed {page 214).

tay 14, 1974

&%
L

’

a, Inspection roport by 2obert Venprow dated tay
\

dicating inadequate deptin of daily cover (gace

14, 1974, in=
OF

3. Jamuary 23, 1975

A, ILuspsetion report by dobert earrow Jatel January <53, 1375,
showing that dally cover was na,equ1+ﬂ ir dzpth (1.L., patceres
zxposed north of pragent working area) (wace 253).

4o Tuly 2%, 1975

a., Ingpection roport by Jated July 29, 1975,

showing inadeguate daily

5. Decempar i, 1975

a. Ingpection report by Zowvert enyrow dated December 13, 1973,
indiecating irmdequate depth of daily covar ovar portion of ar:a
(page 268);

b, Iwo (2) pliotorraphs takon hy Robert “encrow on Decamber L3,
1975, showing the inadequate denth of daily cover (page 24%),
and site skoteh showing location of photos (nags 2:7).

Marclr 4, 1775

[64Y
.

a, Inspection report by Robert Wearrow dated March 8, 1375,
shoning daily cover waa inadequate donth (naps 270).

7. Harch 22, 1976

ection report by Robert Wengrow dated March 22, 1975,

a. Inep
inaieating inadaquate depth of daily cover (page 277).

g. Aorll 23, 1979

a. Inspection report by Hobert Tenyrow dated April 23, 1377,
indicating inedequate dally cover over portion (page 231).

9. Gy 7, 1975
a, Inspection roport by weuneth Jechely dated tay 7, 1975,

Indicating daily cover was of inadaquat: deptii over a portien
of the area (pape 2¢5).
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G. That lespondent, Faxton Land Fill Corporation, failed to
place a compacted layer of at least twelve (12) inches of sultable
materlal, at ths end of each day's operstion, In all but the final
1ift, on all surfaces of the landfill where ro additional refuse will
2e deposited within €0 dsys, in violatlon of Fule 305(b) of Chapter 7.

The following evidence subgtantiates tue violation for the
gorrasponding dates:

1. 3aptamber 4, 31974

a. Inspection report by Robert Wengrow daited Septonber 4, 1274,
indicating intermediate covar of inadequate dapth (page 234).

2. Ducemder 3, 1274

2. JIusnz=cition raoport by Robert Yenrrow dated Decamber 3,
1974, iodiceting Inadequate depth of dntermedlate cover
(page 247).

3. January 23, 975

a., Ingpection report by Robert Wenprow dated Janvary 23, 1275,
indieating inadequate depth of intermedlate cover (i.e.,
exposed area) (page 250).

4L, February 6, 1975

a. Inspection renort by Robert Yengrow dated February 6,
1375, indieatiny Intermediate cover of inadequate depth
(vage 253).

S.  hpril 165, 1975

a. Ingpzction revort by fobert wWengrow dated April 1h, 3975,
indleating intermedlate cover of Inadaquate depin in portions
of required areas (page 254 ).

6, May 26, 1375

a. Inspeetion report by fen Jechely dated May 256, 1379, indi-
cating intermeddlate cover of inadequate depth irn portions of
required arcas (page 257).



a compact

over the

July 29, 1975

a. Inspeciion report by Ken Bechely dated July 29, 1975, irndl-
cating inadequate internediate cover (page ‘ul).

Marceh 3, %75

a. Inspection renort Ly Rovart Weugrow dated darch 3, 1274,
indleating inadeguate depth of intarmediats cover (page 375).

Varcnh 22, 1970

a, Inspecition raport by Sobert Yensrow datod Maren 22, 1970
indicating interrediate cover was of inudequats depin (

Aprdil 23, 1579

4, Inspectbion revort by Robart Wenmgorow dat:d April 23
inddeativg inadequate depth of intermediate covar (pag
Trhat esvondent, Faxtorn Land M1l Corporation, failed to place
ad layer of not less than wwo (2) foet of suitables material

entire surface of each vortion of the final 1if4 rot lator than

oG Gays followiiy the placement of rfuse in tae flaal 1104, in violation

o ule

-y

P

25(e ) of Caadter 7.

Thie folloning evidence substantiates the violation for
the corrsgponding datas:

Fabruary 4, 1974

a, Inspection renort by Kennein 3echely duted
1974, indleatinpg that additiocal arsas weed added fical
covar (page 214).

Haren 11, 1974

1, Inspection rovort by Robert Yengrow dated March 11, 1974,
indleating more final cover needed in some aran (gaga 217).

Hay 2, 1974
a. Insnection report Ly Henz Van Soreren dated wvay 2, 1974,

indicating some additional fivnal cover needod on rorth end

( pase 223).
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5e

10.

11,

I.

scavenging operations at its sanitary landfill site, in violatlon of Rule

Yay 14, 1974

a. Inspection report by Robert Wengrow dated May 14, 1374,
indicating inadeguate depth of final cover {page 224).

June 11, 1974

a. Inspection report by Hobert Wengrow cated June 11, 1974,
indicating final cover was not of adequate deptn (page 227).

July 2, 1974

a. Inspection report by Ken Bechely dated July 2, 1974,
indicating final cover of inadequate depth (page 230).

Sevtember 4, 1974

a. Ingpection report by Hobert Wengrow dated Seplermber 4,
1974, indieating inadequate final cover (page 234).

March 22, 1976

a. Inspection report by Hobert Wengrow dated Mareh 22, 1976,
indicating final cover was of lnadequate depth 1n some areas
(page 277).

April 23, 975

a. luspection revori by Rovert fYenprow datad April 23, 13746,
indicating inadequate depth of final cover over the entire
requirad area (page 281). :

Hay 7, 1976
a, Inspectlon report by Xen Bechely dated May 7, 1975, indi-
cating final cover was Inadequate in the cormpleted, permdtted

area { page 205).

May 13, 1975

a, Ooservetion vislt memo by Zob Wengrow datad May 13, 1376,

indicating no »rogress made in applying final cover to completed

area (page 290).

That Respondent, Paxton Land Fill Corporatioun, caused or allowed

308 of Cnapter 7.

The followinz evidence substantlatzsz tie violation for the
corresponding dates!
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1. Aoril 18, 1974

a. Inspection report by Ken 3Bechely dated Anril 13, 1974, indi-
cating scavenging by others was observed {page 220),

2. MNay 2, 1974
a. Inspection report by Rene Van Soreren dated May 2, 1974,
indleatiug seavaugins by other persons than the operator was
observed at the site (page 23).

J. ‘That Respoadent, Paxton Land Fill Corporation, acceptad
hazardous wastes, liquid wastes and aludpes at its landifiil without
naving ithe requisite Ageney permit, in viclation of Rule 310(b) of
Ciapter 7.

Tae following evidenc:z supstantiates the violation for

the corresponding dates

1. Januvary 14, 1974

a. Lasp=ction emo by Bob Jongrow cdated January 14, 1774,
indiecating that Interlake oll slurry was being dzposited
at the site (see page 213).

e At this time, Paxton dld rnot have any permdiis to accept
liquid wastes, and dild 1ot recelve a permit to take Interlake
plant sludge until July 21, 1975 (see pages 2, 27 and 125
through 103).

2. May 14, 1974

a, Inspection report by R. Venrsrow dated iMay 14, 1974,
indicatiar that liquld wastes were observed in barrals at
the alte (page 224).

B. wne (1) photosraph taken by H. Hengrow on May 14, 1974,
showing barrels deposited on site (see page 226).

¢. During tais time, Paxton did not have any supnplamental
sermits to accept liquids (pages €5, ¢&7), and in faet, never
was issued a permit to take liquids 1n barrels (see pages

1

8 through 133).
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September 19, 197,

a, Iaspection memo by Rene Van Someren dated September 19,
1974, 1ndleating liquide had besn deposited in 39 gallou
drums (see page 239).

h, See (2)e) of this Part J.

Secptembar 25, 1974

a, weno of luspectdon by Hen Zechel
indieating udat two tracka (1dentifi
at site (page 239).

Vi S eptanber 25, 1374,
@ a

durmping liquids

b. Paxton did not have perzlts to accept these liquids, and
only had one permit for sludre as of thls aate (sce pagrs &G,
37).

January 23, 1973

a. lemo of inspectlon visit by Hohert “lengrTovy on January 23,
1575, indieating that two ideatifiad trucks (Sluds: Hemoval
and Universal Liquid Inzincerin;) wore observed dumping
liquids at site (a=e page 251), and explaininsg interview with
Hday iudi, sitz foreman, In which Judl said astemdt would be
made to get reguired permits,

May 25, 1975

a. ILuspeetion renort by Hen 3echzl
indicating unvermitted liquid waste
(opage 257).

Wi dated thy 22, 1375,
3 were being deposited

October 10, 1970

a. Inapection report by Henneth Bechely dated October 26, 1975,
indicatlr" slte was receiving unpermitiod liquid wastes (page

:-)-

b. HMemo (dated October 26, 1978) of Oetober 20, 197, inspection
vislt ty . Szchely indleating tromendous volume of liauid

waste belng deposited thai day (see pare 293), The memo also
indicates that a truck driver puncturcd a barrsl aand it beran

to smoke and fume. The mixture was supposedly oil and wetor

as the driver said. Jut none of the pz2rmits issund to Paxton

and In effect at this time wers for hazardous liguids (sce pages
3% through 133).

¢. .0ue of Paxton's effeective permits listed Qyder Rantal as a
hauler or Great Lakes Serew as a genarator (pages 297 and £45).

January 25, 1977

a, Inspection rovort by ¥ennzth Bechely dated January 25,
1977, indicating unpermitted liquid westes wers ohserved
deposited at site (page 295).
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b. Two (2) photographs taken by Ken 3echely on January 25,
1577, showlng tanker trucl depositlag liquids (pages 226,
297-bottorm pletures on both pages).

January 26, 1977

a. Inspcction memo by X. Bechely dated January 26, 1977,
1ndicating that unpermdtted 1iquid wastes were observed
being dumped at site (nage 294),

b. One (1) photogradh taken by Len Bechely on January 29,
1977, showlng one truck dumping the unperuditted liquids
(page 300).

February 7, 1977

a, Inspection report by Reunsth Bechely datz:d February 7,
1977, incdicatlng that unpermitted liauid wagtes were being
denosited (page 301).

b, Om2 (1) photograph taken by . Bechel;
1977, showing tanier dunping the unpory

¢, Mermo dated February 10, 1977, by Xerneth Bechely, of

nis February 7, 1977, inspection where he copled a bill of
lading indicating liquids were derositcd at Paxton site under
a gupplemental perrdt which had rot beeon issued to Paxton
(paye 304).

(llote: O8ce also memo of ielevhone conversation wherein it
was learnec coriain otiier liquilds were apparantly deposited
at Paxton undar ancther false vermit numbver.)

(Hlote: See also coples of bills of ladiny, obtained by Rene
Van Someren from the Chicaro Departzment of Invironmental
Control for ligulds depositad at Paxton. At this time, Paxton
had only one supplemental perrmit to accept ITT Harper sludse,
and not the liquids from the companies listed (see pages 307
through 313.)

Tuat Respondent, Paxton Land 'ill (orporation, caused or allowed

oneration of a sanitary landfill which doss not vrovide fencing, gates

or other measur=s to control access to thz sitz, in violation of Rule

3i4({c) of Chapter 7.

The following evidence substantlates the violation for the
correspondling dates:

Qetober 5, 1977

a, nspection report by Xen secnely deved Cetober 5, 1773,
indicating portable fencing not provided (pagz 209).



2. January 14, 1974

a. 1Ingpection report by Robert Wengrow dated January 14,
274, dncicating portable fenclng not provided altiioush
neaded (paze 212).

v, Inspection mamo by Robert Wengrow dated January 14, 1974,
indicating site restrictiorn not provided on 1l6th Strect and
a site sketeh showing where resiriction nzeded (page 213).

3. February 4, 1974

a. Inspection report by HKen Bechely dated February 4,
1974, indleating portable fencing not provided (page 214).

4. larch 11, 1374

a. Iuspection report by Lobert Wengrow datad larch 11, 1974,
indleating site fencins alonT 116th Street was rot adzquate
(paga 217).

il 1i, 15

(%]
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a, Iaspecsion redort by Haymeth Beehsly datzd April 192, 1974,
inideating inadacuate site feucins (page 220).

{;. dUl -, .L‘)7/+

a, Imsoection report by K. Bechely dated July 2, 1074,
indicating site foncing was Jadequau, ( oase “”D)

‘7. September 4, 1274

a. Insnection report LY Rolert Weigrow dat=ad Septomher 4,
197;, indicating inadequate slte fencing (page 234).

Jd, Cetobor 1o, 197/

a., Ianspection report by {, Dechely dated Cetober 136, 1974,
inleating rno fencing around site (page 241).

S.  dovemper 22, 1974

a, Inspectlon report by R. Jengrow daiad iovapber 22, 1974,
incieating slte fencinz was not adequate (pape 243).

i5. Decemper 3, 1974

a, Iospeetion report by {, Jenrrow dated Decarber 3, 1974,
indieating inadeguata site fe:eipf (naga 247).

K
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1L, January 23, 1975 .

a. Inspection report by Robert Yengrow dated January 23,
1975, indicating porth and east sldes of site do not
have required fencing (page 250).

12, February 6, 1975

a., Inspection report by . Yengrow dated February 6, 13575,
indicating no site fencing on north and sast sides (page 253).

13. December 18, 1975

a. Inspection report by Robert Wengrow dated Decenber 14,
1975, indieating inadequats site restriction (pame 266), -

14. arch 3, 1976

a. lIuspection report by Robert Wensrow dated Mareh ¥, 197,
indicating site supervisor admitted unknownm westz dumped by
unknown person, an indication of 1nadequate site restriction
(papge 276).
L. That Respondent, Faxton Land Fill Corporation, caused or allowed
operation of a sanitary landfill which does ot nrovide adequate
meagures to control dust and vectors, in violation of Rule 314(f) of

Chapter 7.

The followlng evidence substantiates the violatlion for the
corrasponding dates:

1. Ay 26, 1975

a. Inspection report by Kemneth Bechely dated May 24, 1975,
indicating that cvidence of vectors had been observed (paga 257).

2. July 29, 1975

a. Inspection report by Hen Bechely dated July 29, 1375,
indicating that evidence of vectors (i.a2., flies) had been
observed (pape 261). '

IV, LCOOMIC A4D TECENOLOGIC COJUSIDERATICONS

A detailled menmo on Seeilon 33(c) considerations will be forwarded
shortly.

V. JITALSS LIST

Xenneth sechely, Field Opsrations Section, iorthern Reglon, Division

of Land/iloise Pollution Control
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¥illiam C. Child, Tield Cperations Section, Managsr, lorthern Reglon,
Division of Land/{oise Pollution Control

harles £. Clark, Vanager, Technical Operations Section, Division
of Land/.ioise Pollution Comtrol

Charles T. Grigalauskl, Fleld Operations Section, sorthern Region,
Division of Land/doise Pollution Control

Mlchael . Rapps, Permit Unit, Technical Operations Section, Division
of fand/Joise Pollution Consrol

itene Van Sém@ren, Field Operatlons Sectlon, Manager, Central Region
(foruerly Horthern Reglon), Divisicn of Lanu/ioise FPollutiou Control

Hobert Yengrow, iald Operations Seetlon, lorihzrn Resion, Division
of Land/.olze Pollution Control

VI, PROPGSeD BOARD OHRDeR

A. A venalty in excess of should be sought for tie violations
ghova,

B. An Order should be obtalned requiring Respondant to crase and
Jdegist all violations, including coperation without a permit and acceptance
of liquid wastes without the requisite supplermental permits. ' This may
mean closing the site until additional, needed developrmental work is
completed,

C. A performance bond in the amount of should be posted

t0 guaranitee part (c).

JriRgat/spl=-25





